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DETAILED ACTION 

Allowable Subject Matter 

1 . The indicated allowability of claims 62-70 and 72-97 is withdrawn in view of the newly 
discovered reference(s) to Davies et al (U.S. 7,350,315). Rejections based on the newly cited 
reference(s) follow. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 62, 67-70, 72-74, 85, 88-89 and 91 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Davis et al (U.S. 7350,315, hereafter 315). 

3. Claim 62: '315 teaches a spin rinse drying apparatus for cleaning a substrate (col. 1, lines 
55-65, col. 8, lines 45-65), a substrate holder composed of rollers spaced around the substrate 
(fig. 2 and 9, part 102) where the roller are shaped to hold the wafer in a groove (fig. 2 and 5, the 
wafer is held by the wedge shape roller), a holder suction unit operable to suction fluid from the 
clamp portion of the roller (fig. 5, part 120, col. 4, line 39-col. 6, line 25), connected to a vacuum 
source (col. 6, lines 10-25). 

4. Claim 67: "315 teaches that the roller holds the wafer by friction (fig. 2, col. 4, lines 1- 
40, the wafer are rotated by the roller, but they rest in the groove of the roller, thus roller friction 
holds the wafer in position). 
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5. Claim 68: "315 teaches that the holder suction unit is adjacent to the roller (fig. 5). 

6. Claims 69, 70 and 72-73: "315 teaches that there is holder suction unit for each roller 
(fig. 9) and that each suction unit is composed of a plurality of nozzles (fig. 5, parts 128a-c, col. 
5, lines 35-55) where the suction nozzle is less than a 1 mm from the roller (col. 7, lines 40-60, 
therefore since it less than 1 mm it is less than 5 mm). 

7. Claim 74: "315 teaches that the holder suction unit is also capable of providing cleaning 
fluid to the clamp portion of each roller (col. 6, lines 1-13). 

8. Claim 85: "315 teaches that the fluid is being suctioned is a liquid and that the suction 
unit is operable at different times, thus not when the fluid is being supplied (col. 8 lines 45-col. 9 
line 50). 

9. Claim 88: "315 teaches that the clamp portion comprises an annular groove that extends 
completely around the roller (fig. 2, col. 4, lines 1-40). 

10. Claim 89: "315 teaches holding a wafer in the roller by a clamp portion of the roller (fig. 
2), applying a fluid to the wafer as it rotates (col. 8, lines 45-68, col. 9, lines 1-45), rotating the 
substrate (col. 8, line 45-col. 9, line 50), and a suction unit for suctioning up the fluid transferred 
from the wafer to the roller to the suction unit (col. 4, lines 1-67) with the suction unit in 
communication with a vacuum source (col. 6, lines 10-25). 

11. Claim 91: "315 teaches supplying a cleaning fluid to the to the clamp portion (col. 6, 
lines 1-25). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

12. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

13. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

Claim 86 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Davis et al 
(U.S. 7350,315) as applied to claim 62 above, further in view of Kress (U.S. pgpub 
2002/0153735, hereafter 735). 

14. Claim 86: "315 teaches that the suction manifold can be made out of plastic or any other 
suitable material that is corrosion resistant (col. 4, line 65-col. 5, line 10). '735 is solving the 
same problem as the applicant's of determine material for a vacuum tip. '735 teaches that the 
vacuum tip is made of a conductive material that is grounded to protect from electrostatic 
discharge ([0032]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have made conductive ground material as taught by '735 as the material 
for vacuum tip for apparatus "3 15 to have protected from electrostatic discharge. 

Claim 87 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Davis et al 
(U.S. 7350,315) as applied to claim 62 above, further in view of Inaki et al (U.S. pgpub 
2002/0106518, hereafter 518). 

"315 teaches all the limitations of claim 62. 
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15. Claim 87: "315 does not teach what the composition of the roller. "518 is a wafer 
cleaning devices. "518 teaches that a wafer chuck can be made out of flouroresin material to 
give the chuck multiple restive properties from corrosion, heat, chemical and wear ([0009]). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have used a flouroresin as taught by "518 as the material for the rollers in apparatus "3 15 to have 
given the roller multiple resistance properties. 

Claims 63, 65, 66 and 90 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Davis et al (U.S. 7350,315) as applied to claim 62 above, further in view of Saito et al (U.S. 
pgpub 2005/0092351, hereafter 351). 

"315 teaches all the limitation of claim 62. 

16. Claim 63 and 90: "315 does not teach a periphery suction unit. "351 is a substrate 
processing apparatus. "351 teaches a periphery fluid applicator and suction unit (fig. 8, fluid 
applicator, part 15, suction unit, part 20, [0060]-[0068]), thus allowing the periphery of the 
substrate to be cleaned and have that fluid removed, thus drying the periphery ([0060]-[0068]). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to have used a periphery fluid applicator and suction unit as taught by "351 in apparatus "315 to 
clean and dry the periphery of the substrate. 

17. Claim 65: "315 teaches that a suction unit which engages the rollers is separate form the 
fluid applicator (fig. 9) with each roller having their own suction unit (fig. 9). "351 teaches that 
the periphery suction unit is separate from and spaced a part from the rollers (fig. 8). Therefore 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to have made the holder and periphery suction units in to separate units. 
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18. Claim 66: "315 teaches that the holder suction unit comprises a nozzle (fig. 5, parts 128a- 
c) and "35 1 teaches that the periphery suction unit comprises a nozzle (fig. 8, part 21). 

Claims 64 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Davis et al 
(U.S. 7350,315) in view of Saito et al (U.S. pgpub 2005/0092351,) as applied to claim 63 
above, further Kress (U.S. pgpub 2002/0153735). 

"315 teaches all the limitation of claim 63. 

19. Claim 64: See claim 86 above. 

Claims 75-76 and 92 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Davis et al (U.S. 7350,315) as applied to claim 62 above, further in view of Furusawa et al 
(U.S. 6,220.935, hereafter 935). 

"315 teaches all the limitation of claim 62. 

20. Claims 75, 76 and 92: See claims 69 above. "315 does not teach that the holder suction 
unit has nozzles located in forward of the supply nozzle. "935 is a substrate processing apparatus 
who is cleaning the rollers used to rotate the wafer. "935 teaches supplying fluid to the rollers 
(fig. 2, part 30, col. 4, lines 15-25) to clean the contact position between the roller and the wafer 
(fig. 2, col. 4, lines 15-25). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have used separate liquid supply nozzles as taught by "935 
spaced near the rollers and forward of the rotation of the roller such that the suction unit is in 
front of the fluid applicator apparatus "315 to have cleaned the contact point between the roller 
and the wafer and to have removed the liquid after it has been applied to the rollers. 
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Claims 77 and 93 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Davis 
et al (U.S. 7350,315) as applied to claims 62 and 89 above, further in view of Maekawa et al 
(U.S. 5,868,866, hereafter 866). 

"315 teaches all the limitation of claim 62 and 89. 

21. Claims 77 and 93: "315 teaches a drying gas to the roller (col. 6, lines 1-25) but not to 
the substrate. "866 is a substrate processing apparatus. '866 teaches using a drying gas to dry 
the substrate (col. 5, line 65-col. 6, line 5). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to have used a drying gas as taught by "866 in 
apparatus "315 to dry the substrate. 

Claims 78-82 and 94-97 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Davis et al (U.S. 7350,315) in view of Maekawa et al (U.S. 5,868,866) as applied to claims 77 
and 93 above, further in view of Mertens et al (U.S. pgpub 2002/0130106, hereafter 106). 

"315 and "866 teach all the limitation of claim 77 and 93. 

22. Claims 78 and 94: "315 and "866 do not teach the particulars of supplying the drying gas. 
" 106 is a substrate processing apparatus. "106 teaches that a gas can be supplied perpendicular to 
the surface of the substrate (fig. 1, part 4, [0049], [0050]). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made that the gas can be supplied 
perpendicular to the surface of the substrate as taught by "106 in apparatus "315 in view of "866 
to have yield the predictable result of drying the surface of the substrate. 

23. Claims 79 and 95: "106 teaches that the nozzles can be moveable from the outer area of 
the wafer to the interior of the wafer (fig. 1). 

24. Claims 80 and 96: "106 teaches that the arm can have a variable speed ([0050]). 
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25. Claims 81 and 82: The examiner takes official notices that valves are commonly used to 
regulate the passage of fluid (i.e. gas or liquid) thus allowing the amount of fluid to pass to be 
controlled. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have used a valve in the drying gas supply system in apparatus '315 in 
view of "866 and " 106 to have controlled the gas passing through the system. Claims directed to 
apparatus must be distinguished form prior art in terms of structure rather than function. In re 
Danfy, 263 F.2d 844, 847, 120 USPQ 528, 531 (CCPA). "[Apparatus claims cover what a 
devices is not what a device does" Hewlett-Packard Co. v. Bausch & Lomb Inc., 909 F.2d 1464, 
1469, 15 USPQ2d 1525, 1528 (Fed. Cir. 1990), meaning that the drying gas is capable of being 
shut off when the nozzle approaches the edge of the wafer in apparatus '315 in view of "866 and 
'106. 

26. Claim 97: See claims 86 and 87 above. "106 teaches that the gas is applied to the 
substrate and the arm moves the nozzle applying the gas ([0049] and [0050]) thus ensuring that 
the gas is applied to the surface of the substrate ([0050]). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made in apparatus "3 15 in view of '866 and 
" 106 to have stop the gas supply before the edge of the wafer to make sure the drying gas is only 
applied to the wafer surface not the surrounding area. 

Claims 83 and 84 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Davis 
et al (U.S. 7350,315) as applied to claims 62 above, further in view of in view of Maekawa et 
al (U.S. 5,868,866) and Olgado et al (U.S. pgpub 2003/0129850, hereafter "850). 

"315 teach all the limitation of claim 62. 
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27. Claim 83: See claims 77-82 above. "315 does not specify how the actual apparatus is 
controlled. '850 is a substrate processing apparatus. '850 teaches using a microprocessor 
controller to control the different operations of the apparatus ([0051], [0053], [0063] and [0068]). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to have included a microprocessor controller as taught by '850 in apparatus "315 in view of "866 
and " 106 to have controlled the different conditions of operations. 

28. Claim 84: See claim 83 above. ' 106 teaches using multiple gas nozzles (fig. 2). Claims 
directed to apparatus must be distinguished form prior art in terms of structure rather than 
function. In re Danly, 263 F.2d 844, 847, 120 USPQ 528, 531 (CCPA). "[Apparatus claims 
cover what a devices is not what a device does" Hewlett-Packard Co. v. Bausch & Lomb Inc., 
909 F.2d 1464, 1469, 15 USPQ2d 1525, 1528 (Fed. Cir. 1990). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have had the controller to 
controller the gas rate at different nozzles. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to SAMUEL A. WALDBAUM whose telephone number is 
(571)270-1860. The examiner can normally be reached on M-TR 6:20-3:50, F 6:30-10:30 est. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Cleveland can be reached on 571-272-1418. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/S. A. W./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 1792 
/Michael Cleveland/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1792 



